REMARKS 



Claims 40-5 1 are pending. 

I. Drawing/Specification Objections 

The Examiner has noticed that Applicant's drawings are mis-labeled in that they 
do not correctly identify Figures 4A and 4B discussed in the specification. In reviewing 
this issue, the Applicant has notice that original Figure 4 should be labeled as "Figure 
4A" and that the first instance of Figure 5 should be labeled as "Figure 4B." This has 
been changed in the attached Replacement Sheets of drawings. Also, Applicant has 
noticed that some element numerals did not match the text. These elements numerals 
have also been changed in the attached Replacement Sheets of drawings. 

II. Rejections Over the Prior Art 

In responding to the Examiner's prior art rejections, Applicant here only 
justifies the patentability of the independent claims (40 and 46). As the Examiner will 
appreciate, should these independent claims be patentable over the prior art, narrower 
dependent claims would also necessarily be patentable. Accordingly, Applicant does not 
separately discuss the patentability of the dependent claims, although it reserves the right 
to do so at a later time if necessary. 

Claims 40 and 46 have been rejected as obvious (35 U.S.C. § 103) in light of USP 
6,020,757 ("Jenkins") in view of USP 6,026,125 ("Larrick"). 

Applicant disagrees that these references are sufficient to render Applicant's 
claims unpatentable. 

Before going into the merits, it would appear that the Examiner has simply 
mimicked his earlier basis for rejection on the basis of Jenkins and Larrick. In so doing, 
the Examiner has not acknowledged Applicant's arguments distinguishing these 
references whatsoever. 1 Because these arguments are compelling, and apparently were 
not considered by the Examiner, they are largely repeated here. 



1 As evidence of this, the Examiner, in the last office action, continues to quote 
claim language that was amended out of claim 40, which would seem to indicate that 
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In both claims 40 and 46, Applicant claims, inter aila, an input buffer for 
receiving a digital pulse and for outputting an output pulse. As claimed, the input buffer 
has a "control terminal" (claim 40) or a "control input (claim 46) for receiving a control 
signal. 

This is all that needs to be recognized to appreciate that the combination of 
Jenkins and Larrick cannot render Applicant's claims unpatentable as a matter of law. 
The Examiner identifies Jenkins's input buffer 212 (Fig. 3) as the input buffer claimed by 
the Applicant. That input buffer 212 has an input (from I/O pad 210) and an output (to 
multiplexer 215). 

But, notice that the input buffer 212 receives no further signals and has no further 
input. In short, clearly Jenkins' input buffer 212 does not receive a control signal at a 
control terminal or control input as Applicant's claims. 

The Examiner expressed a different opinion, and considered the control 
signal/control terminal or control input limitation to be met by Jenkins' "tri-state control" 
218. See Office Action at 3. But this circuit block 218 does not even couple to input 
buffer 212, 2 and certainly it does not provide a control signal to a control terminal or 
input of the input buffer 212. The Examiner also cites to Col. 4, 1. 60 to Col. 5, 1. 5 of 
Jenkins for additional support, but this passage does nothing more than to name various 
of the circuit blocks in Figure 3. 

In short, the "control signal / control terminal or control input" limitation of 
claims 40 and 46 is neither disclosed nor suggested in Jenkins. 

Moreover, this same limitation is not disclosed or suggested in the Examiner's 
secondary reference — Larrick. The Applicant would assume that the Examiner would 
agree with this point, because the Examiner used Larrick for the mere purpose of trying 
to justify the presence of a different limitation. 



perhaps the Examiner had not carefully considered Applicant's previous amendments and 
arguments. 

2 Instead, as clearly shown in Figure 3, 218 couples to output buffer 211, not input 
buffer 212. 
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In summary, neither Jenkins nor Larrick disclosed or suggest the "control signal / 
control terminal or control input" limitation as claimed by Applicant. Accordingly, these 
references, even if their combinability is assumed proper, 3 cannot render Applicant's 
claims unpatentable as obvious as a matter of law because the combination lacks a 
claimed limitation. See MPEP § 2143.03. 

There are additional reasons for why Jenkins and Larrick fail to render 
Applicant's claims unpatentable, but the foregoing reason being sufficient to justify 
patentability, Applicant does not address any further points. 

Applicant respectfully submits that pending claims 40-51 are patentable, and 
requests the issuance of a notice of allowance. Please call the undersigned regarding any 
questions pertaining to this application. 



Respectfully submitted, 
/ TGL / 



Terril Lewis, Reg. No. 46,065 
Date: Oct. 9, 2006 

CUSTOMER NO. 29855 

Wong, Cabello, Lutsch, 

Rutherford & Brucculeri, L.L.P.. 
20333 SH 249. Suite 600 
Houston, TX 77070 
832/446-2422 
Fax 832/446-2424 



3 Applicant does not agree that these references are properly combinable. One or 
ordinary skill in the art would not look to an analog processing references such as Larrick 
to modify the purely digital circuitry of Jenkins. 
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